
BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS, 
STATE OF COLORADO 
1313 Sherman Street, Room 315 
Denver, Colorado 80203 
_____________________________________________________ 
 
Petitioner: 
 
CRVI H-AZCO LLC,  
 
v. 
 
Respondent: 
 
DOUGLAS COUNTY BOARD OF EQUALIZATION. 
 

Docket No.:  55192 
 

 
ORDER 

 
 

THIS MATTER was heard by the Board of Assessment Appeals on January 6, 2011, Diane 
M. DeVries, Gregg A. Near, and James R. Meurer presiding.  Petitioner was represented by Robert 
R. Gunning, Esq.  Respondent was represented by Robert D. Clark, Esq.  Petitioner is protesting the 
2009 actual value of the subject property. 
 

Subject property is described as follows: 
 

42 Vacant Residential Lots 
Filing No. 2, Crystal Valley Ranch Subdivision, Castle Rock, Colorado 
Douglas County Schedule Nos.: R0448439-8660 (See Attached) 

 
The subject properties consist of 42 vacant single family lots in Filing No. 2 of the Crystal 

Valley Ranch Subdivision located in Castle Rock, CO.  The lots were fully developed as of the date 
of value and range in size from 0.16 to 0.32 acres with a median size of 0.24 acres.  For valuation 
purposes, the 42 lots are classified as either “typical” lots or “greenbelt” lots depending on their 
location within the filing.  
 
 Petitioner is requesting an actual value of $2,365,876.00 for the subject properties for tax 
year 2009.  Respondent assigned a value of $3,251,250.00 for the subject properties for tax year 
2009. 
 

Petitioner and Respondent have stipulated to the physical characteristics of the individual 
lots.  The parties have also stipulated to a per lot retail value for a typical lot at $75,000.00 and to a 
greenbelt lot at $86,250.00. 
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The primary disagreement between Petitioner and Respondent is whether the lots are eligible 

for present worth valuation pursuant to Section 39-1-103(14)(b), C.R.S.  Specifically, Petitioner 
contends that more than the 80% (the statutory discounting threshold) of the buildable lots have been 
sold in the subject filing and Respondent contends that less than 80% of the lots have been sold 
accounting for the additional filings that should be included in the competitive environment. 

 
Petitioner’s witnesses, Mr. Michael Van Donselaar of Duff & Phelps, LLC and Mr. Todd 

Bowden of Cypress Realty Advisors, argued that the competitive environment for the subject lots in 
Filing No. 2 should extend to all platted lots within the Crystal Valley Ranch Subdivision, regardless 
of filing.  Petitioner specifically referenced Filing No. 3 where 100% of the lots had been sold, 
Filing No. 5A where 23.4% of the lots had been sold, and Filing No. 6 where 4.8% of the lots had 
been sold.  According to Petitioner, the sales in these additional filings combined with the subject 
Filing No. 2 indicates an overall percentage of 71.94% of lots sold in what should be considered as 
the competitive environment.  This percentage, according to Colorado Statute, would support a 
present worth valuation model given that it is less than the 80% threshold. 
 
 Petitioner is requesting a 2009 actual value of $2,365,876.00 for the subject property based 
on present worth discounting. 

 
 Respondent presented a value of $3,251,250.00 for the subject property based on the market 
approach with no discounting for present worth. 

 
Respondent’s witness, Mr. Steven W. Campbell with the Douglas County Assessor’s Office, 

testified that given the physical and economic characteristics of the subject, only Filing No. 2 and no 
additional filings should be considered to determine if the subject was eligible for present worth 
valuation.  Mr. Campbell based his argument on the fact that the filings differed relative to location, 
topography, absorption, lot size, builder, as well as the architectural style and price point of the 
houses.  Given that 80% of the lots in Filing No. 2 were sold as of June 30, 2008, Mr. Campbell 
argued that discounting was not applicable. 

 
Respondent presented sufficient probative evidence and testimony to show that the subject 

property was correctly valued for tax year 2009.  
 

After careful consideration of the testimony and exhibits presented in the hearing, the Board 
concludes that only the lots in Filing No. 2 should be considered for present worth discounting 
eligibility.  The Board further concludes that the subject lots will not directly compete with the lot 
inventory of other owners and developers within the Crystal Valley Subdivision.  The physical and 
economic characteristics of the lots in the additional filings referenced by Respondent differ from 
the subject and should not be considered as part of the competitive environment and in the 
calculation of the 80% discounting threshold. 
 
ORDER: 
 

The petition is denied. 
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